
Verse 7.24.1
< Previous
parent: Section 7.24
Next >

    यत्र नान्यत्पश्यति नान्यच्छृणोति नान्यद्विजानाति स भूमाथ यत्रान्यत्पश्यत्यन्यच्छृणोत्यन्यद्विजानाति तदल्पं यो वै भूमा तदमृतमथ यदल्पं तन्मर्त्य्ं स भगवः कस्मिन्प्रतिष्ठित इति स्वे महिम्नि यदि वा न महिम्नीति ॥ ७.२४.१ ॥

    yatra nānyatpaśyati nānyacchṛṇoti nānyadvijānāti sa bhūmātha yatrānyatpaśyatyanyacchṛṇotyanyadvijānāti tadalpaṃ yo vai bhūmā tadamṛtamatha yadalpaṃ tanmartyṃ sa bhagavaḥ kasminpratiṣṭhita iti sve mahimni yadi vā na mahimnīti || 7.24.1 ||

    1. Sanatkumāra said: ‘Bhūmā [the infinite] is that in which one sees nothing else, hears nothing else, and knows [i.e., finds] nothing else. But alpa [the finite] is that in which one sees something else, hears something else, and knows something else. That which is infinite is immortal, and that which is finite is mortal.’ Nārada asked, ‘Sir, what does bhūmā rest on?’ Sanatkumāra replied, ‘It rests on its own power—or not even on that power [i.e., it depends on nothing else]’.

Word-for-word explanation:

Yatra, where; na anyat paśyati, one sees nothing else; na anyat śṛṇoti, hears nothing else; na anyat vijānāti, knows nothing about other things; saḥ bhūmā, that is bhūmā [the infinite]; atha, but; yatra, where; anyat paśyati, one sees something else; anyat śṛṇoti, hears something else; anyat vijānāti, knows of something else; tat alpam, that is small [finite]; yaḥ vai bhūmā, that which is infinite; tat amṛtam, that is immortal; atha, but; yat alpam, that which is finite; tat martyam, that is mortal; bhagavaḥ, sir; kasmin saḥ pratiṣṭhitaḥ iti, on what does that [bhūmā] rest; sve mahimni, on its own power; yadi vā na mahimni iti, or not even on that power.
Commentary:

At the level of bhūmā, the infinite, there is only bhūmā—nothing but bhūmā. And when you attain that level, you see nothing but bhūmā. If you see anything else, then you know at once it is alpa, finite.

Suppose you are alone in a room with a hundred mirrors. What will you see? Only yourself—the same self multiplied a hundred times. But if you attain the state of bhūmā, or Brahman, this is just the experience you will have. You will see yourself everywhere—the same Self in all beings.

We talk of love and compassion, but how can there be love unless there is a feeling of oneness? When you have this feeling of oneness, then if someone is in pain, you are also in pain. True love is possible only when we realize that ‘you’ and ‘I are one and the same. This is the supreme experience.

Once at Dakshineswar two boatmen were having a quarrel and one of them started beating the other. Ramakrishna saw it from a distance and felt as if he were being beaten. Even the marks of the beating were seen on his body. Another day he saw someone walking on some grass, and he felt that the person was stepping on him.

When Ramakrishna had throat cancer he could hardly eat a thing. One day some of his disciples went to him and begged him to ask Mother Kali to cure him. Ramakrishna replied that he could not ask such a thing from her, that he depended totally on her will. But the disciples would not let him alone. They pleaded again and again: ‘Do it for our sake.’ They could not bear to see him suffer.

Finally Ramakrishna agreed to say something to the Mother. When the disciples came back to him later to ask if he had talked to the Mother, Ramakrishna said, ‘I told Mother that I could not eat because of the pain in my throat, and I asked her to allow me to eat something.’ ‘What did she say?’ they asked. Ramakrishna replied: ‘She showed me all of you, and then she said, “But you are eating through so many mouths.” I was ashamed and could not utter another word.’

There is a story about Ganesh and his mother Parvati. Once when Ganesh was playing with a cat, he became very rough and beat it. Later, when he went to his mother, he noticed wounds all over her body. Ganesh was alarmed and asked, ‘Who has beaten you, Mother?’ Parvati replied: ‘Son, you have done this. You beat the cat, but I am also in the cat. If you hurt the cat you hurt me too.’

The Vedāntic idea is that the same Self is everywhere. It is the same consciousness. In some cases that consciousness is more manifest, and in other cases it is less, but it is the same Self permeating everything. From a tiny atom to the whole cosmos, it is all one. The difference is only in the degree of manifestation.

Where there is duality there is conflict, so we must beware of the finite. We must beware of limiting ourselves to our own body. That is the small ‘I’. The body will die, and you think you will die. But if you are one with bhūmā, you are immortal.

Nārada is a very intelligent person. He asks: ‘There is this bhūmā. But who or what supports it?’ Sanatkumāra replies: ‘Bhūmā is self-sufficient. It supports itself. In fact, there is nothing besides bhūmā to speak of supporting or not supporting. There is just one. If there are two things, then only does the question of supporting arise.’
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Yatra nanyat pasyati nanyac-chrnoti nanyad-vijanati sa bhuma , atha yatranyat pasyati anyac-chrnoti anyadvijanati tad-alpam ; yo vai bhuma tad-amrtam , atha yadalpam tan-martyam , sa , bhagavah , kasmin pratisthita iti , sve mahimni , yadi va na mahimniti . || 7.24.1 ||

1 . Wherein one sees nothing else , hears nothing else and understands nothing else , — that is the Infinite ; wherein one sees something else , hears something else , and understands something else , — that is Finite . That which is Infinite is immortal ; that which is Finite is mortal . " Revered one , wherein does that rest ? " — " In Its own majesty , or not in majesty . "

|| BHASYA || : It is explained what the distinguishing character of the infinite is : — Wherein , — in which Infinite , as an entity , the seer does not see anything else—which is to be seen by means of other sense organs , as distinct from the seer oneself ; — similarly one hears nothing else ; — inasmuch as Name and Form alone are meant to be included here , the text mentions only the apprehensions of those alone — in the shape of seeing and hearing ; and the others being mentioned as merely illustratives ; — but reflection should be understood to be included here by some such expression as " when one reflects upon nothing else " as understanding is almost invariably preceded by reflection : — similarly , when one understands nothing else . — That which has this character is the Infinite .

OBJECTION : Is it the absence of the seeing of other well-known things that is denied in reference to the Infinite , by the expressions " one sees nothing else " and the rest ? Or is it meant that " one sees oneself , nothing else " ( That is , does the sentence mean merely the denial of the seeing of other well-known things ? Or the affirmative of the person seeing oneself , and nothing else ? ) .

" What difference would that make ? "

If what is asserted is only the absence of the seeing of other things , then the sense comes to be that the Infinite is something entirely different in character from all notions involving Duality . — If , on the other hand , what is meant by the denial of the seeing of other is that One sees oneself , — then it would mean the admission of the distinction between action ( seeing ) , acting agent ( seer ) and the result ( perception ) .

" What would be the harm , if this were so admitted ? "

The harm would be that there would be no cessation of the Cycle of Births and Deaths ; as this Cycle consists in the said distinction between Action , Actor and its Result . — But under the Doctrine of the Unity of the Self , the distinction between Action , Actor and Result is entirely different in character from that involved in the Cycle of Births and Deaths .

Not so ; if the Unity of the Self is held to be free from all distinction and diversity , the idea of the distinction between the Action of seeing etc , the Actor and the Result is merely verbal—Even under the view that what is meant is the negation of the seeing of anything else , — the very distinctions involved in the terms " wherein " and " sees nothing else " would be meaningless .

In the ordinary world , it is found that in an empty room , when it is said that " one sees no one else " , it is not meant that the person's own self , or the pillars and other things are not seen ( it means only that no other person is seen ) . So would it be in the case in question also .

Not so ; inasmuch as absolute unity has been taught in the text " That thou art " , — there is no possibility of any such distinction as between the container and the contained ( as is involved in the qualifications " wherein " and " nothing else " ) . Further , under Discourse VI , it has been established that Being alone is " True , one , without a second " ; — and in accordance with the following texts , the perception of self by itself is not possible —

( a ) " Invisible , — not self etc " ( Taitti . Upa 2 . 7 . 1 . ) ;
( b ) " Its form is not within the range of vision . " ( Katha Upa . 6 . 9 . ) ;
( c ) " By what could one know the knower ? " ( Brhada . Upa . II . iv . 14 . )

In that case , the qualifying term " wherein " becomes meaningless .

No ; it is in reference to distinctions based upon Nescience ( ignorance ) . In the text " Being , one , without a second " , is found that though Being is really incapable of numerical qualification ( as expressed by the term " one " ) , yet it is spoken of in that way in reference to these notions of " truth " , " unity " and " secondless " as have been dealt with in the context in which the said text ( Being , one , secondless ) occurs .

In the same manner , though the Infinite is one only , yet the qualification of " wherein " has been applied to it ( in reference to what is spoken of in the context ) . — Further , when the text applies to the Infinite the qualification involved in the phrase " sees nothing else " ( which implies distinction ) , what it does is to make a reference to the " seeing of others " during the ( normal ) state of ignorance , and then to deny that seeing of others in regard to the Infinite . — Thus , the upshot of the whole context is that the process of births and deaths is not applicable to the Infinite ( which is beyond the reach of that process ) .

On the other hand , when , in the sphere of ignorance ( Nescience ) , one sees something else , through something else , — that is Finite ; that is , exists only so long as the ignorance lasts ; just as things perceived during a dream lasts only till waking , only so long as the dream lasts . — For that same reason , it is mortal , — perishable , — like the thing perceived in a dream . Contrary to all this is the Infinite , which is immortal ; — the pronoun " tat " refers to " amrta " ( Hence , in the Neuter form ) .

Therefore , Narada said — " This Infinite that you have described — O , Revered master , wherein does that rest ? "

Sanatkumlira answered : In Its own majesty , — ie the Infinite rests in its own majesty , greatness , splendour . This is the answer for you if you wish to know the resting place of the Infinite in some cases ( to satisfy your intellectual curiosity ) ; if however you wish to know the real truth , then the answer is that the Infinite does not rest even upon Majesty ; — it is without a resting place , without a substratum , anywhere at all .
